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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Grady Young sought to appeal the district court's order denying
relief on his petition filed under 28 U.S.C.A. § 2254 (West 1994 &
Supp. 1999) on the grounds that it had not been timely filed. See
Young v. Johnson, No. CA-98-2127-4-6AK (D.S.C. Dec. 28, 1998).
We initially agreed that the petition was untimely, denied a certificate
of appealability, and dismissed Young's appeal. See Young v.
Johnson, No. 99-6141 (4th Cir. June 2, 1999).

Young filed a petition for rehearing. While his petition was pend-
ing, this court decided Taylor v. Lee, ___ F.3d ___, No. 98-36 (4th
Cir. July 29, 1999). In Taylor we held that"under § 2244(d)(2) the
entire period of state post-conviction proceedings, from initial filing
to final disposition by the highest state court . . ., is tolled from the
limitations period for federal habeas corpus petitioners who were
already involved in state post-conviction proceedings on April 24,
1996." Taylor v. Lee, slip op. at 8. Applying Taylor, we now find that
Young's § 2254 petition was timely. See Taylor v. Lee, slip op. at 8;
Brown v. Angelone, 150 F.3d 370, 375-76 (4th Cir. 1998). Accord-
ingly, we grant Young's petition for rehearing, grant a certificate of
appealability, vacate the district court order, and remand for the dis-
trict court to consider the merits of Young's claims. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument would not
aid the decisional process.
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